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DETAILED ACTION 

This case has been treated special in accordance with the decision dated August 
30, 2002. 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) do not apply to the examination of this application as the application 
being examined was not (1 ) filed on or after November 29, 2000, or (2) voluntarily 
published under 35 U.S.C. 122(b). Therefore, this application is examined under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

2. Claim 128 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Inoue et al. 
Claim 128 is best characterized as a product-by-process claim. Therefore, it is the 
product that must be compared to the prior art and not the process by which it is made. 
Applicant has not shown the product of claim 128 to be any different from that made by 
the process of Inoue. Note that Inoue et al discloses a plasma display panel having a 
plurality of discharge spaces formed by arranging a plurality of partitions 29 to divide the 
inner space between front and back panels of the display, a sealing member of known 
sealing material 32 [i.e., glass as disclosed by the cross hatching in figure 1] , a first 
space (in the upper portion of figures 13 and 14) between the first ends of the partitions 
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and the sealing glass layer having a first vent 31 b, and a second space (in the lower 
portion of figures 1 3 and 14 of Inoue et al) between second ends of the plurality of 
partitions and the sealing glass member having a second vent. The method of aging as 
recited in claim 112 fails to distinguish the display structure as claimed from that of 
Inoue et al, particularly since the steps operating the discharger 44 repeatedly in the 
seventh embodiment, column 18, lines 47-50 and column 19, lines 47-50, prior to the 
final gas fill and sealing of the inlet and outlet corresponds to the intermittent process 
described in applicants specification and would result in the same structure whether or 
not the inlet may be open during the operation of discharger 44. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 112, 126, 128 and 131-136 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Inoue et al (6,236,159) in view of Ahearn et al, "Effect of reactive gas 
dopants on the MgO surface in AC plasma display panels," IBM J. Res. Dev., Vol. 22, 
No. 6, November 1978, pp. 622-625 and Carretti et al, 6,472,819. Inoue, figures 10, 22, 
and column 18, line 23 through column 19, line 65, discloses a process of purging a 
plasma display panel impurities including introducing a first discharge gas 39 (cleaning 
gas) through a first vent opening, 31a, and exhausting the discharge gas through a 
second opening 31 b. Barriers 27b are read as part of the barrier ribs (partitions) 29 and 
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are closely spaced to the sealant to cause the gas to flow between the partitions 29 in a 
uniform manner. Inoue further includes the step of discharging electrodes within the 
display panel by a discharger 44 to aid in the removal of impurities from the electrodes 
and thus stabilized the luminous intensity and discharge characteristics (aging the 
electrodes). After repeated gas flushing and evacuation of the display, a second gas 
(discharge gas) 41 is introduced and the display is sealed. The same gas may be used 
for cleaning gas 39 and discharge gas 41 (Inoue, column 18, lines 54-56). Also, Inoue 
column 19, lines 4-6 and 47-50, teaches that the step of discharging the gas panel may 
be repeated intermittently as required by claim 131 , lines 16-17. Thus Inoue differs 
from the invention of claim 1 31 at most by the purity of the first discharge gas 39. 
However, since the process is intended to remove impurity or active gases from the 
display panel (column 19, line 65 through column 20, line 3, it would not make sense to 
purposely introduce an impurity gas into the display panel that is known to shorten the 
life of a display panel, i.e. active gases such as water vapor at 15 torr. [Since applicant 
has argued that water vapor at a partial pressure of 15 torr is not disclosed by Inoue to 
be a harmful contaminant, the examiner herein cites Ahearn et al to support his notice 
that traces of water vapor was a well-known contaminant in plasma display panels]. As 
discussed in Carretti et al, column 2, lines 14-47, Ahearn et al taught that trace amounts 
of water vapor was a contaminant of plasma display panels which must be removed to 
result in stable operation of the display. Thus to use a dry, high purity inert gas in the 
process of Inoue would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. As to 
claims 112 and 132, which further recites that the gas introduction is between the 



Application/Control Number: 09/934,095 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2879 

periods of operating the discharger 44, it is the position of the examiner that while 
discharger 46 is necessarily operated at the time of the introduction of the gas 39, since 
the discharger 44 operates the display, it would make no sense to operate the 
discharger 44 until the gas pressure in the display was at the approximate pressure for 
which the display was designed to operate. Further, it would have been obvious to 
close the valve from the gas supply when such a pressure was reached to prevent 
overcharging the gas. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of applicants' invention to introduce and exhaust the discharge gas between 
the times of operating the discharger 44. As to claims 135 and 136, column 18, lines 
54-56, disclose the use of nitrogen, neon, helium or argon as the discharge gas. As to 
claim 141, the vents are located as claimed. 

Claims 127, 129, 137-139, 141 and 143-150 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Inoue, Carretti et al and Ahearn et al as applied to claims 
112, 131, 132 above, and further in view of Wilson. As to claims 127, 137 and 143, 
Inoue discloses a first vent, 31a, a second vent, 31b, a plurality of discharge spaces 
formed by partitions 29, a sealant, 32, a first space between the sealant and ends of the 
partitions associated with vent 31a, a second space between the sealant and the ends 
of the partitions associated with vent 31 b; it is clear that the discharge gas is circulated 
through the display intermittently by introducing the gas into the display through vent 
31 a and thereafter exhausting the gas through vent 31 b a plurality of times. Inoue fails 
to disclose the sealant as being formed of glass or a barrier spaced adjacent the sealant 
which prevents the sealant from inwardly invading the discharge space. Wilson 
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discloses that the sealant may be a low melting glass and that the low melting glass has 
a tendency to flow when molten. It was further shown by Wilson, figure 3 and column 2, 
lines 4-9, that the spacers 8, 8a, of a plasma display device form barriers to the inward 
flow of the glass sealant in order to protect the display portion from the molten glass. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicants' 
invention to form the sealant of Inoue from glass and provide barriers to the inward flow 
of molten glass since an inexpensive and well-known sealant may then be used without 
requiring a larger clearance between the sealant and the display area. As to claim 1 38, 
the gas flows mainly through the gas passages between the partitions leading from the 
first space to the second space. As to claim 139, the barriers 27b are read as part of 
partitions and the space between such partitions and the sealant is narrower at the 
portion 27b of the outermost partitions than at the ends of portions 29 of the partitions. 
5. Claims 112, 126, 128 and 131-136 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Itoh et al (5,564,958) in view of MacNair and Ahearn et al. Itoh et al, 
column 6, line 64 through column 7, line 34 discloses a process of flushing a display 
device with a hydrogen gas at 350 °C and alternating the flushing with as many as 8 
periods of conducting a gas discharge of [feeding electricity to the electrodes] the 
display to facilitate "gas cleaning". Those of ordinary skill in the art familiar with term 
"gas cleaning" would recognized that the same is a process wherein an electric 
discharge is produced which ionizes gas molecules in the display device so that ions 
bombard the cathode and knock loose gaseous impurities therefrom while at the same 
time electron bombardment knocks loose gas impurities from the anode. The removal 
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of gas impurities from the system stabilizes the emission and thus is an aging process. 
This is particularly so with the process of Itoh et al, which is disclosed at column 6, to 
result in a significantly longer life of the display device whereas prior art gas cleaning 
processes which did not include repetitive "gas cleaning" and flushing failed to result in 
improved life of the display (column 2, lines 17-42). Itoh et al, column 7, lines 28-35, 
further teach substituting argon gas for the hydrogen gas. Itoh et al differs from claim 
126, in that the partial pressure of water vapor in the purging gas was not disclosed and 
differs from claim 1 12 in that a plurality of aging steps in which a gas discharge is 
produced are claimed such that the gas flushing is conducted between the aging step. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to have employed a dry argon atmosphere with the partial pressure of steam 
being less than 15 torr since trace amounts of water vapor of is a well known gas 
contaminate of display devices which should be removed. Since applicant has argued 
that water vapor at a partial pressure of 15 torr is not disclosed by Inoue to be a harmful 
contaminant, the examiner herein cites Ahearn to support his notice that it was a well- 
known contaminant. Such non-contaminant containing gases are well known in the art, 
See MacNair, column 3, lines 37-42. It would make no sense to reintroduce in the 
aging step of Itoh et al the same contamination being removed. As to the step of 
conducting the aging between gas flushing steps, it is first required that the atmosphere 
be sufficiently flushed and evacuated such that there is no substantial damage to the 
internal components by oxidation or by heavy ion bombardment. Therefore, a gas flush 
must be conducted prior to aging. Also, aging is known to result in gas impurities being 
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released that raise the gas pressure to a level, which may cause damage to the 
cathodes, by ion bombardment during the aging. Therefore a gas flush is required at 
least intermittently to remove any high levels of gaseous impurities that may result from 
aging. As to claim 126, high purity argon is a dry gas. Thus, the claimed process 
(including claim 126) is clearly obvious. 

6. Claims 127, 129, 131-139, 141 and 143-150 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Itoh et al (5,564,958), MacNair and Ahearn et al as applied 
above with respect to claims 112, 131 and 132, further in view of Wilson and Inoue et al. 
These claims require a particular gas panel construction not taught by Itoh et al and 
Ahearn et al. However, Inoue, columns 18 and 19, figures 10 and 22 teaches a process 
similar to Itoh et al wherein the particular structure is employed to facilitate gas flow 
through the display and to reduce cross talk between pixels. It would have been 
obvious to employ the same structure in Itoh et al for the same reasons. As to the use 
of glass as the sealing material and a barrier to prevent inward glass flow, the same 
would have been obvious in view of Wilson since it enables a low cost sealing material 
to be used while obtaining a display having a high display area relative to the 
dimensions of the device. As to the relative distance between adjacent partitions and 
between the partitions and the seal, Inoue, figure 1 , shows that the number of partitions 
corresponds to the number of pixels from one edge to the opposite edge of a display. 
Since a typical display has well over several hundred pixels across, the headspace 
certainly must be greater than the space between to partitions to facilitate smooth 
uniform gas flow. Note the common radiator structure. 
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Respons t arguments 

7. Applicants' arguments filed June 16, 2003 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicants argue that claim 128 depends from process claim 1 12. 
Although this claim depends from claim 112, the process of aging does not comprise 
the claim subject matter of product-by-process claim 128, which is directed solely to the 
product. Claim 128 is thus not a true dependant claim but instead is partly independent 
in its scope since it can be made by other processes; thus to perform the process steps 
of claim 1 1 2 is not required to infringe the claims. Instead claim 1 28 refers back to a 
process claim to incorporate a structure corresponding to the product made by method 
of the base claims but not to incorporate the exact process steps which are employ to 
make the product. Such a claim structure had originally been limited by the Patent 
Office to facilitate the claiming of structure that was otherwise difficult to describe in 
words. In the early stages of the practice, a product-by-process claim would be rejected 
as improper if it the applicant could arguably recite the same structure without resort to 
the recitation of the process of manufacture. Also a "dependent" product by process 
claim would be rejected as improper if the claim could be infringed without infringing the 
base process claim. However, both rejections were later stopped as the courts did not 
support such rejections, but since the courts recognized that the product-by-process 
claim structure was directed solely to the product and not to the process, the practice 
was continued for the reason that it allowed applicants to claim structure not otherwise 
definable by words. 
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8. Applicant quotes Inoue, column 8, lines 34-40 which notes that the step of 
discharging electrodes in the display panel, i.e., aging, allows the evacuation and gas 
introduction to be shortened compared to the "prior art" and thus contend that Inoue is 
not directed to an "extended aging process". However, the term "shortened" is a 
relative term. There is no indication that the claimed aging process lasts longer than the 
process of Inoue and the claims in fact do not specify any time limitation. Therefore, 
applicants' arguments are not commensurate with the scope of the claims and fail to 
show any unobvious difference between the claimed invention and Inoue as modified. 
Moreover, it is well known that aging will not remove all contamination in a timely 
manner and that aging must be terminated at a suitable time based upon the 
requirements of the user and the costs of the process. Thus getters were included in 
display devices to capture additional out gassing subsequent to the final seal. The 
determination of the suitable time period for aging thus merely involves routine and 
obvious engineering. 



Technical inquiries concerning this communication should be directed to 
Kenneth J. Ramsey, (703) 308-2324 (voice), (703) 746-4832 (fax). 
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